8. On page 9, the authors seem to be implying that training is a prerequisite for involvement, and I wonder if this needs to be reconsidered/reworded. 9. On page 12, in the final quote from a participant, I wonder if the word 'extra' is missing after the word 'optional' 10. On page 14, the authors mention 'high' consensus. I wasn't sure what was meant by this term.
11. I wasn't sure I understood the first line in the conclusion. Could this be reworded?
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GENERAL COMMENTS
This paper reports a modified Delphi study exploring the values underpinning public involvement in health and social care research. They sought a range of people bring different perspectives on public involvement in research. This focus is important to remember. As it stands it is too easy for a reader to interpret the generic term 'stakeholder' as being a 'stakeholder in research' but in this context I think it is more accurately used to mean a 'stakeholder in public involvement in research'. For instance, the statement in line 21-22, page 2, might easily be understood as meaning that there is consensus across researchers and members of the public, rather than there being consensus across people from these two groups actively working together. The article summary, in line 2, page 3, makes this clear with a description of the panel being composed of PI experts. In line 10 this is described as a possible source of bias whereas I think it is the focus of the study, and that the study provides no insight into the values of people who do not engage in public involvement in research, whether they are researchers or members of the public. It may also have failed to capture the views of people with experience, but no strong views (either positive or negative) of public involvement in research.
The issue of representativeness in public involvement appears in the abstract and in the lay summary (line 36, page 4) and the main text (line 47 page 14). This concept deserves greater attention given that methods required to involve people statistically representative of their peers are different from those required to involve people with skills to represent their peers on complex issues to professional groups.
I am not convinced that Nilsen et al 2009 (page 5, line 13) provide evidence of public involvement being firmly rooted in UK research policy.
The description of the panellists in the results section (line 29, page 25) could do with expanding. Describing the panel as a whole as having at least 5 years' experience of research and three quarters having responsibility for PI does not distinguish the expertise of researchers and the public in terms of public involvement in research. The details that follow are not clearly aligned with either researchers or members of the public, yet their meaning is very different for these two groups.
REVIEWER
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Mayo clinic USA REVIEW RETURNED 11-Nov-2013 -The reviewer completed the checklist but made no further comments.
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